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Please find below and.^or attached an Office communication concerning this application or proceeding. 
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Advisory Action 



Application No. 

09/727,657 



Examiner 

Christopher C Pratt 



Applicant(s) 

DEKA ET AL. 



Art Unit 

1771 



THE REPLY FILED 2, Ap.l 2003 ™LS TO PLACE TH^ A^^^^^^^ a 
Thwefore, further action by the applicant is SX"'^^^^^ places the application in 

'^t^^iS'ZT.^^^^'^^^or^- Pt^ptl ,ee,: or ,3, a tintel, .le. Request tor Continue. 
Examination (RCE) in compliance With 37 CFR 1.114. 

PPRinn FOR REPLY [ciieck either a) or b)] 

a) □ The period for reply expires ^"-^ '''' °' 'l^or'S^^^ 

□ The period for reply expires on: (1) the r^ailing f^^'-;;;:^3S'Ir,^^^^^^^^^^^ date of the final rejection. 

-rvtH^crTHisti^^^^^^^^^^ 

HxtensSle .ay .e ohtained under 3. CPR 1.13e(a). - f a^^^^^^^^^ 
fee have been filed is the date for purposes of determining the P«jf "^^^J^^^^^^ for reply originally set In the final Office action; or 

Sr 37 CFR 1 .17(a) is calcul^ed from ^^^^^<^ '^ '£:£.t::V::^^iUs after the mailing date of the final rejection, even ,f 
(2) as set forth in (b) above, if checl<ed. Any ^^Ply recewea oy me w 
tirnely f.led, may reduce any earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1 .7U4(D). 

* i ^ ^r, Annpllant's Brief must be filed within the period set forth in 

1 .□ A Notice of Appeal was filed ^ j^PP^J'™^ to avoid dismissal of the appeal. 

37 CFR 1.192(a), or any extension thereof [■if ot-K i.iwhu;;, 

2 n The proposed amendment(s) will not be entered because: 

■ (a) □ they raise new issues that would require further consideration and/or search (see NOTE below); 

(H\ n thPv raise the issue of new matter (see Note below); 

Ic! □ Z rno'lemed to place the application In better tor. tor appeal b, .atenally re.ucln. or si.plifyin, the 

...□re:;;:r:«:oi:ciain,swi.h^ 

NOTE; . 

. 0 T:::n :::: bD ^^^^^^^^^ 

appBcSof in condition tor allowance because: M-rafort Sfee i. 
a □ The atfldavl. or axhibi, will NOT be considered because it Is no, directed SOLELY .o issues which were newly 

The status of the clainn(s) is (or will be) as follows: 

Claim(s) allowed: . 

Clainn(s) objected to: 



Claim(s) rejected: M5. 
Claim(s) withdrawn from consideration: 



Claim(s) withdrawn rrom con™.. . disapproved by the Examiner. 

8 □ The proposed drawing correction filed on is a)U approvea or 

9. n Note the attached Information Disclosure Statement(s)( PTO-1449) Paper No(s). • 

10. n other: 



U.S. Patent and Trademark Office 

PTO-303 (Rev. 04-01) 



Advisory Action 



Part of Paper No. 8 



Continuation Sheet (PTO-303) 





Application No. 09/727,857 



Continuation of 5. does NOT place the application in condition for allowance because: With respect to the objection to claim 2, if 
applicant intends to claim a range of deniers, please amend the claim to read "average diameter below 0.5 microns." 
Applicant argues that p. 6, line 22 defines "micro-fine fibers" as having a diameter below .5 microns. However, the passage reads: "from 
positive amount to .5 microns." This can be interpreted to read on fibers having a denier from a positive amount over .5 microns to a lowe 
limit of .5 microns. The examiner notes that this interpreation is congruent with the ordinary art-recognized meaning of the term. 
Generally, microfibers are also referred to as microdenier fibers or fibers having a denier of 1 and below. 

Moreover, the examiner notes that Chen encompasses the use of all fibers below a denier of 9. Chen does not set a lower limit 
for the denier of the fibers. 

Applicant argues that Chen does not teach rendering the fibers wettable in col. 38, lines 6-8. Chen teaches the addition of 
hydrophilic surfactants. Applicant's claims do not require that the fibers are inherently wettable. . 
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